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Re: Maryland Local Number Portability Consortium: Updated Response to the Issues List

Dear Geoff,

Attached please find an updated response of Bell Atlantic - Maryland, Inc. ("BA-MD") to
the Issues List. Also attached is a copy of the Further Reply Comments of Ameritech filed April 5,
1996 with the FCC in CC Docket No. 95-116 and a Bellcore letter from the Group President dated
March 20, 1996. These documents should be added to those you already have for inclusion in the
BA-MD Appendix ofthe Second Quarterly Report of the Maryland Local Number Portability
Consortium. However, these attachments had not been numbered. Therefore, I am including these
attachments again with an attachment number for ease ofreference. These attachments are:

Attachment 3
Attachment 4
Attachment 5
Attachment 6
Attachment 7

Attachments

March 22, 1996 letter from Norte!'
February 29, 1996 letter from me with attachment.
March 11, 1996 memo from Lisa Franks
April 10, 1996 letter from me.
March 18, 1996 letter to the vendors
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Maryland LNP Consortium
Case 8704

Issues List for Staff's 2nd Quarterly R~ort

Bell Atlantic Response

1. Is the permanent LNP solution via LRN more cost beneficial
than ReF?

RESPONSE: This is t:he wrong question. Tbe correct question is, "Do t:he
benefits of any permanent LNP solution outweigb its costs?- Tbe Consortium
does not bave enougb information to answer t:hat question. While BA-MD bas
submitted several fact-based cost analysis documents, no entity bas
submitted any fact-based analysis quantifying tbe benefits of permanent LNP.
It bas become merely an assumption on t:he part of t:he CLECs tbat permanent

LNP results in societal benefits tbat outweigb tbe costs of implementation.

The HCLmetro cost comparison of implementing number portability using RCP
versus LRN (Appendix X) is flawed in two major respects. Pirst, it
incorrectly assumes t:hat OSS costs are common. .It is clear t:he OSS impacts
associated witb permanent LNP are much more pervasive, complex, and costly
t:han t:hose associated witb RCP. Second, other significant costs of
per.manent LNP are not considered, e.g., the impacts on traffic sensitive
network components, t:he costs of tbe local SHE; to work wit:h the regional 5MB
and software (SCP) costs.

It appears t:hat the exercise of attempting to compare tbe cost of RCP to
permanent LNP started as a result of Nortel's support of industry efforts to
consider tbe relative cost of various number portability alternatives. Tbe
attached letter from Nortel clarifies that tbeir comparisons were not
intended to depict tbe total cost of providing permanent LNP, but rat:her to
explore patterns and relationships to reach qualitative conclusions about
various triggering algorit:hms. As is t:he case witb the HCImetro analysis,
t:he Nortel analysis excluded per.manent LNP costs for OSS and otbers" (See
letter from Nortel dated Marcb 22, 1996, Attachment 3)

A. Are there material facts in disput~e concerning the
costs of permanent LNP in Staff's 2nd Quarterly report?

RESpoNSE: Yes. Purt:her, as a matter of procedure the specific details
for.ming tbe basis of this issue (IA) were provided to Staff under
proprietary agreement. Therefore, it is inappropriate for any
Consortium members ot:her tban Staff to comment on tbis issue (lA).

1. For the cost analysis, should Bell Atlantic's
(BA's) costs be spread to aI' BA states?

RESPONSE: No. The Consortium .LS focusing on developing and
implementing a Maryland sO.1UtiOIl. not a national solution, and
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it would therefore be inappropriate to spread any costs to
other jurisdictions.

2. Should incremental churn costs (customer service
costs to process orders) be included?

RESPONSE: Yes. Although additional provisioning costs
associated with the steps needed to transition a subscriber
from BA-M!) to a CLEC network in a permanent LNP environment
cannot yet be quantified, BA-MD utilized existing disconnect
costs to estimate the impact of outward churn resulting from
permanent LNP. In fact, the approach used was extremely
conservative in that BA-MD included only those costs associated
with the 10% differential in the assumed penetration rates of
permanent LRN (30%) vs. ReF (20%).

•

•

•

•

•

B. Are the material facts in
benefits of permanent LNP
the Staff's 2nd quarterl'{

dispute concerning the
(or deficiencies of RCF)
"epo rt (Appendix)?

In

C.

RESPONSE: Yes. Wllile the benefi ts have been qualified they have not
been quantified. As stated above, BA-MD has submitted several fact­
based cost analysis documents. No party has submitted any fact-based
analysis quantifying the benefits of permanent LNP. Yet, despite the
absence of such quantitative evidence, there appears to be a general
consensus among the CLECs that permanent LNP results in societal
benefits that outweigh the costs of implementation.

Additional comments regarding the deficiencies of RCF are pending
based on review of the completed. f.inal 2nd Quarterly Report.

1. Should "avoided. RCF costs" include CLEC and BA­
MD's ReF costs plus tariffed rates paid by CLECs
to BA··MD?

RESPQNSB: No, this would be double counting.

Is a hearing necessary for the Commission to make a
decision on the cost-benefits )f permanent LNP?

c
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RESPONSE: Under the Telecommunications Act of 1996, there is no bas.is
for the Maryland PSC -to make a decision on the cost-benefits of
permanent LNP,- with or without a hearing.

1. D. Should the Maryland Commission require that all
carriers operating in Maryland (local and
interexchange) provide (or procure) permanent local
number portability capability and offer this to their
customers?

RESPONSE: Under the Telecommunications Act of 1996, this is properly
the decision for the FCC, not the Maryland PSC.

2. Is there a sound public policy reason for quick
implementation of permanent database LNP?

RESPONSE: No, there is no sound public policy reason for the implementation
of any permanent database LNP chosen by the Maryland Consortium or the
Maryland Commission. The Telecommunications Act of 1996 requires the FCC
to prescribe the requirements for LNP.

Even Ameritech, where the Illinois Consortium has been working extremely
hard to implement LNP,has filed Further Reply Comments in CC Docket No. 95­
116 which raises significant issues with the implementation of LRN. They go
on record tbat the " ... proposed deployment scbedules are reckless and exceed
tbe resources and capabilities of the industT},nAttacbment 1 is a copy of
tbe Ameritecb comments.

A. Should the Commission require implementation of LRN by
3Q97?

RESPQNSE: No. See above response to Issue 2.

B. Should the Commission require all local exchange and
interexchange carriers to implement the technical
strategy developed by the Illinois Workshop by 3Q97 or
wait for an alternative technical strategy from
Bellcore (e.g. ( with look ahead capability, single
standard platform and trigger' which may take longer
and may cost less? See BA-MD's letter explaining why
it can not support the T1Jinols existing requirements.
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RESPONSE: There is no basis for Maryland to implement the strategy
developed by the Illinois workshop at any time. Furthermore, the
Bellcore development effort is not an -alternative technical strategy­
but is one which will address the documented concerns associated with
the Illinois strategy. See BA letters (Vaden letter to Waldau dated
February 29,1996, Attachment 4, Franks letter to Miko dated March 11,
1996, Attachment 5 and Vaden letter to Waldau dated April 10, 1996,
Attachment 6). See also attached letter from the Group President at
Bellcore to Waldau of the Commission Staff dated March 20, 1996
(Attachment 2). See also the response to Issue 2 above.

What is the range of the likely or forecasted costs­
benefits and timing of the Bellcore alternative
technical strategy? (See letter from Mary Vaden, BA-MD
to Geoffrey Waldau, MDPSC dated Feb 29, 1996.)

RESPONSE: The answer to this question ;lS unknown at this time.

Should an alternative technical strategy proposed by
Bellcore be considered and approved by the majority of
carriers in the Maryland Consort.ium or be implemented
and timed solely at the option of BA?

RESPONSE: Under the Telecommunications Act of 1996, there is no basis
for the Consortium to decide that BA-MD should implement any strategy.

It is important to note, however, that BA-MD has worked cooperatively
with the MD-Consortium since its conception in July 1995 and has
thoroughly analyzed the current ICC Workshop Phase 1 requirements. It
is clear that the Illinois specifications fall short of fully defining
the technical requirements of permanent LNP for acceptable deployment
in the BA-MD network. For these reasons, BA-MD cannot support a
"phased- requirements/development process given the potential cost
penalties.

In fact, BA along with eight other major telecOllllDUDication service
providers have recently asked the switch manufacturers to address
several major issues not addressed as part of the ICC Workshop
process, e.g., the need for a look ahead query reduction mechanism and
a quantification of the impacts of permanent number portability on
switch processing capacity. See letter dated March 18, 1996,
addressed to Ericsson, Nortel, Lucent Technologies, and Siemens
Stromberg-Carlson, Attachment 7.

•

•

•

•

(
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3. What is the best public policy concerning permanent LNP cost
recovery (e.g. r competitive neutra1ity)?

RESPONSE: The public policy is set forth in the Telecommunications Act of
1996. It requires a competitively neutral basis as determined by the FCC.

BA-MD believes that it makes no sense for the Commission to adopt any
framework that recovers the costs of portability from the very customers who
do not use it and derive no benefit from it, and there is nothing to require
such a radical departure from traditional cost recovery mechanisms.

Furthermore, raising the rates of the remaining customers of the incumbent
local exchange carrier to pay for services provided to those customers who
have switched to another provider can hardly be characterized as
"competitively neutral.· Rather, it would give these customers added
incentive to switch to another provider,

A. Should CLECs pay for BA-MD's permanent LNP costs via a
per line per month charge or some other charge?

RESPONSE: Under the Telecommunications Act of 1996, the FCC will
decide this issue Also, see comments under the response to issue 3
above.

3. B. Should the Commission require broad-based cost recovery
(i.e' r all carriers to pay for their own permanent LNP
network r operating costs and a portion of the shared
number porting administration center [NPAC] costs and
recover these from their own customers if they choose}?

RESPONSE: Under the Telecommunications Act of 1996, the FCC will
decide this issue. The solution proposed .in the question, however, is
not competitively neutral as required by the Act, Also, see comments
under the response to issue 3 above

1. Should NPAC costs be allocated to carriers based
on local market share, the number of transactions
with the NPAC r or some other measure?

RESPONSE: Under the Te1ecommun,icatJons Act of 1996, the FCC
will decide this issue.
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When should the Maryland Commission rule on the method
and amounts for any BA-MD permanent LNP cost recovery
(e.g., now, after May FCC ruling assuming it is
substantive, in conjunction with Case 8715)?

RESPONSE: Under tbe Telecommunications Act of 1996, the FCC will
decide tbis issue. Also, see comments under tbe response to issue 3
above.

Should the Commission establish a surcharge mechanism
to recover all carriers' costs from the entire customer
base in Maryland?

RESPONSE: Under tbe Telecommunications Act of 1996, the FCC will
decide tbis issue. Also, see comments under the response to issue 3
above.

•

•

•

•

4. What are the benefits, if any, of having a limited liability
company (LLC) issue the RFP, and contract with and supervise
the database administrator or NPAC

A.

B.

Can and should the Commission require BA-MD, or any
carrier to be a member of an ·,LC?

If an LLC is formed, should the Commission be the final
level for breaking deadlocks :.. f ,':::;taff is already
involved in resolving deadlocks a- a lower level within
the LLC)?

RESPONSE to 4, 4A, «4B: It is premature to establisb a limited
liability company or other entity at this time. First, tbe Maryland
Commission sbould take no action until the FCC acts. Second, it is
essential tbat additional details regarding tbe costs and financing of
tbe entire MD LNP project be resolved beifore a proper determination
can be made as to the appropriate organizational structure. Tbe
Commission bas previously recognized that: commitments sbould not be
made regarding suppliers, products and functions until key cost­
related issues are resolved.
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It is clear Chat much additional work and clarification will be
required before the appropriate organizational structure for Che
number portability project can be deter.mined.

5. What is the best next course of action for the near term?

A. Should the Maryland Commissior issue a ruling before
the FCC ruling due in May 1996'~'

RESPONSE: No. The Telecommunications Act of 1996 places Che primary
responsibility for designing -final" number portability wiCh the FCC
because of Che need for a unifor.m, nationwide plan for number
portability to avoid inconsistent state-by-state portability plans.

5. B. (a.) Should the Consortium continue developing and
implementing permanent database LNP or wait for the
Maryland Commission to rule?

RESPONSE: The Consortium and the Maryland Commission should wai t for
the FCC to act before doing anything furCher.

B. (b.) Which activities should continue and which, if
any, should wait?

RESPQNSE: No activities should continue

C. Should technical personnel continue working within the
Maryland Consortium technical committees to implement
LRN by 3Q97 until the Maryland Commission issues an
Order?

RESPONSE: No.

D. Should the Commission rule on the cost recovery issue
and identify specific recovery mechanisms prior to
rendering a decision to proceed with implementation?

RESPONSE: The Maryland Commission should do neither.
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Before the
fE)ERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington. D.C. 20554

In the Maner of

Telephone Number Portability

)
)
)
)

CCDocketNo.95-116
DA 96-358

EDEmER REfLY COMMENTS Of AMERITECH

1. Introduction.

AmeriteCh l files itS Further Reply ComIl1CltS in chis matre::". The Further

Comments filed herein demonstrar.e that the:-e is general agreement thaI, except for cost

recovery, the Commission can csablish its numberponabilityrequiremcnts implementing

Section 25l(b)(2) of me Aa! based upon therecoro in this proceeding. Funher, the

parties agree, or at least do not dispute, that the ACT mandates:

1. All local exchange C3IT1c:rs ("LEes'). both incumbent and new, will have a
duty to provide long tenn number ponability under Section 251(b)(2) of the
Act;

2. Bdl Operaring Companies C"BOCs'j may useremole can forwarding, direct
inward dialing trunks or other comparable arrangements to provide interim
number portability under Section 27J(c)(2)(B)(xi) of me Act;

3. Interim number portability required by Section 271(c)(2)(B)(Xl) ana number
portability (long term) required by Section 251(b)(2) of the Act are two
diffcren t arrangements; and

4. The costs of establishing long tenn numbc:r portability under Section
251(b)(2) of the Act must be recovered on a competitivcly neutral basis from
all telecommunications carriers under Section 25] (e)(2) of the Aa..

The parties also generally agree that Location Routing Numbering ("LRN'j is the

emerging national sTMdard for long term numbe'r portability, and several commenrors

I Ameriteeh means: illinois Bell TeJe;boneCompany. Indiana Bell Telephone.~Michigan Bell
Telephone ComPMY. The Ohio Bell Tclepbone Company. and WlSCOnsin Bcl1.lncorporau:d.

J Pub. L No. 104-104.110 Sl3L 56 (1996Xto be
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join Amerirech in recommending that LRN be the national standard for long term numba

portability.

However, controversy exists on four issues. First. should the Commission

establish a national implementation schedule for LRN. and if so, what schedule should be

presaibed? Second, should long teml number portability be a condition of BOC

provision of in-region inrerLATA se:rvice? Th.ird, what mechanism should be used to

recover the coStS of esmblishing long term number portability'} Fourth. are BOCs

req uired to provide interim number portability at economic rates'}

Arnerirech will address these issues in detail in these Furth~ Reply Comments. It

will demonstrate that LRN is under development and that Chicago will be the ""test bed"

for the architeCtUre. As such, it is still premature to eS13.blish a schedule for LRN

deployment Amerirech will also show that the deployment of LRN should be staggered

and that the schedules/proposed by the parties arere~s and unrealistic. Ameritech

will next establish that under the Act long rerm number portability is not a condition of

BOC entry into the in-region interLATA business. It will then show that cost recovery

mechanisms for long term numberponability should be developed in a Joint Board.

Amerirech will finally prove the BOCs can provide intc:rim number portability at

economic raleS established in the states.

2. LRN should be the "IDooal ~tandard,

Many parties agree that the Commission can facilitate the expeditious and efficient

implementation of long term number portability on a national basi.<; if it builds upon what

has already been adopted by the industry. 3 In this regard, LRN is undOUbtedly the

emerging national architeeOlre for long term number portability· In fact" a number of

) See Co2. NARUC at 1-2.

.. ALTS at 4. AT&T at 2-3, California CabJe Television Association (CCTA') at 3-¢. MCl at 3-4. MFS at
3. New York Department of Public Service at 1, Sprint at 4, TelecommunictiOflS ReselJers Associ:uion
\TRSft) at 4, Teleport at 7 . Tune Warner at 7.

•

•

•

•

(
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commentorsSjoin Amenr.ech in recommending that LRN be the ruuional sl3Ildard for long

term number portability 6

3. LRN installation should be sraeeered be2inn ing with jt$ SUccessful initial
deplQYment The pf01'!osed schedules are prematUre and unrealistic,

Some parties' mistakenly claim thaI LRN is now ~n.ically feasible and rashly

propose thaI the Commission immediately mandate itS hasty narion3l implementation.

Ameritceh shares the desire ro expeditiously establish long term nmnl:x:r portability. and

has been a leader of the indusny effort to develop LRN. However, any dfon at this

point to establish a mandatory LRN deployment schedule would be a mistake. As an

initial matter, LRN is not a unilarcral BOC undertaking. LRN requires the development

of software by all switch manufacU1l"ers. Italsa requires participation. resources and

commitment from the entire industry, inclUding other LEes, switch vendors and others.

Equally as important, it is premawre to establish specific deadlines for LRN at this

time, since LRN is not yet operational and its planne'd deployment in Chicago is the

national "rest bed" for the arcrute:en1re. Thae simply is not sufficient information to even

venmre an educaxed guess on how quickly LRN can be generally deployed or how long

each installation will take. The software for LRN is just now beginning to be developed

by the switch manufacturers. and is not scheduled for release until the second quarter of

1997. S Based upon past experience, the firstrclease of the LRN software will need to be

res ted by the manu facmrers, in the labontory and in test installations in th e networks of

the participating carriers. The installation of LRN in O1icago am begin only when these

, ALTS at 6 ("minimum benchmark"). AT&T at 2, CerA at 7. Mer at 4. Sprint 3-4, TeJepon at g
("prefared approachJ. TRA at 4.

6 Ameriteeb disagrees with MCl's assertion [AtIadunent to Fwthc:r Comments} rlw query on release
(QOR) should not be considered as an enhancement to the l..RN architeCtUre. Amcriteeh in its Atadunem
to these Further Comments shows thai: the arguments offered by Mel against (QOR) art: groundless. and
QOR is a viable enhancement to LRN.

7 For example. AT&T at 5-7, Cox at 8-9. MCI .at 6. Sprint al5. Tune Warner ar 10.

• &. AT&T at 6,

3



Attachment 1
Page 4 of 12

extensive tests are successfully completed and the industry is convinced rha.t LRN will

function properly with all types of calls, is transparent to users. and does not cause post­

dialing delay or other se:rvice or network problems.

Seve:ra1 parries point out that there are still unreso lved operational issues

surrounding LRN that must be resolved before the architectures generally insralled. 9

Within the illinois Industry Workshop established to develop number portability.

Amerirech has assumed a leadership role on subcommittees actively resoJving these

issues. Ie) In illinois, some compromises were mane by the indusrry to the initial technical

requirements for LRN to permit its accelerated deploymenL .A.ck.nowledging the

limitations of initial rcleases of software, several highJy desirable enhancements to basic

l.RN were deferred until later software releases. In addition,. it is still unknown whether

the switch manufacturers can fully comply with all the initial LRN software requirementS

in the timdrame reques ted. A<; such, the initial deployment of LRN in O1icago is a
/

developmental project. and Ameritech expects that LR.N will be refined and enhanced

based upon experience.

Second. these proposed deployment schedules arc reckless and exceed the

resourCes and capabilities of the industry. II In concept. A.m':ritech agrees with AT&T

that national deployment of LRN by the industry should be staggered, both nationally and

, For example. GTE at 5.

10 Amcriteeh has chaired the SwilCh~en[S. SCP RequirementS. SMS and Operations
subcommittees.

11 For example, Cox (at 9) propo5eS that LECs be required to implement number portability ~Ihin 24
months of Corrunissioo rules in the lOp 100 MSAs.~ Sprint (at 5) believes that ~a fourth qu:uu::r 1997
target <We for the toP 100 MSAs" reflects a balance,

4

•

•

•

•

(

(
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within each region. 12 Ameritech also agrees widl AT&T that a reasonable time must be

allowed for ··acquisition of valuable testing, troubleshooting and deployment

information" gained fro m the Chicago and Atbmta depl oymc:n t:s. \3 Howcver. AT&T and

these other parties fail to heed this advice.. and propose schedules that do not allow a

reasonable opponunity to analyze the Chicago and Atlanta installations and to incorporate

the lessons learned inco LRN before general deployrtlOlt begins

Further. these proposed schedules ignore the magnitude of the task required to

successfully install an LRN system immediately requiring many simultaneous

deploymentS. The deployment of LRN is an immensely complex taSk requiring bundreds

of steps by the multiple vendors. C4lTiers and the third parry administrator. Som::: of

these steps are:

1. Tes ring of th e software of each manufacturer.

2. Selection of a Number Ponability Administration Center (uNPCA") vendor
and admi nistratOI.

3. Installation and testing of the NPAC and its interlaces with each participating
network.

4. Tes ring E9] 1 acros s the NPAC and each participating netWor.le.

5. ~elopment and testing of rating and billing for each participating nawork..

6. Modification of each ca.n"ier's installation. operating, and repair systans and
databases.

7. Detennining and deploying required additional trnnking.

8. Determining and deploying required additional SS7links and SCPs.

9. Developing and testing network triggers.

10. Developing NP AC and carrieI' operational methods and procedures.

11. Developing disaster recovery plans.

12. Testing all call types and functions across the NPAC and all networks.

I:: AT&T at 3-8. AT&T proposes that the Chicago and Aewuadeploymenrs should continue to be
scheduled far the third quarter of 1997. Thereafter, "at 1eaSl I MSA in each of the remaining ~ RBOC
service regions. and 81 least 3 additional MSA in Ben South and Ameriteeb service region. in me fomth
quarter of 1997. Deployment could follow in at least 3 more MSAs in c:ach of these RBOC service regions
in first qua.rrer 1998" (at 8).

DId. a1 8.

5
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These steps will require considerable time and resources.. Amer:im believes that

it is premature to speculate on the precise time frame reasonably necessary for the

ind ustry to complete a deplo yrne:nr of LRN, 0 r how many simultaneous LRN

deployments can be reasonably accommodated by the industry. Rather, ~itech

proposes that these mgerscheduks and timc:frames should be established based only

after some expcri~nceis gained in the successful initial installations of LRN. In the

meantime, lhe indusu-y and the staleS can detcmline the geographic ar~ of possible next

deployments ofLRN. develop implementation plans, and ascertain participating carriers.

•

4. Lon~ term numbqportability is not r~Quired for in-r~ion interLATA re1jeffor
BOC~!

A few parries 14 urge that the Commission to re-write the Act by adding the

requirement that BOCs deploy long tc::rrn number ponability before lhey may offer in­

region interLATA service. These proposals directly conflict with the clear language of
. /

the Act and should be rejected. St:Ction 27'1(cX2)(B)(vi) of the Ac.-r provides that intaim

number portability through "remote call forwarding, direct inward dialing lIUllks or

comparable arrangements" satisfies this checldistrequirement The Section also provides

that once the Commission issues irs regulations concerning nwnba portability ''full

compliance with such regulations" is all that is required. The Section does not envision a

delay of the BOCs' provision of in-region interLATA service based upon long tenn

number portability. Congress' intent in this regard is cle3rly set fonh in Section

271 (d)(4) of the Act, w hae the Commission is directed to ''not. by rule or otherwise,

limit or extend the terms used in the checklist .

5. A costrecovery mechanism shQuld be developed in a Joint Board,

In its FW'ther Comments, Ameritcch explains why a cost recovery mechanism

should be referred to a Joint Board. Amerirech continues to adhere to this view.

However, if the Commission does prescribe a cost recovery mechanism, it should do so

1.. Cox at 6. Su also. ccrA 31 8-9. Tunc: Warner at nOte 20.

6
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in a manner tbar. is consis~ntwith the Act. The Act provides: It]he coSts of establishing

... number portability shall be borne by aU telecommunications carriers 00 a

competitively oepIta] basis as derennined by the Commission...I~

A number of commentors ask the Commission to ignore this plain language of the

Act. For example. two new LECs claim that competitively neutral recovery requires

allocation of costs based upon Iines. 16 while another, MF S. properly recognizes til at an

allocation mechanism based upon lines is not competitively neutral ....since apponionment

based upon line counts fall disproportionately on local telephone carriers and not on all

telecommunications carriers .....[7

Several parties also advocate creative interpretations of the competitively neutral

cos trecovery Standard that urge that the C ommis sian ignore certain costs or exclude

certain carriers from the competitively neutral recovery mechanism 11 However. there is

no showing that these costs are not real costs of establishing number portability. or that
, -

the carriers involved are not teIecommuni.aitions carriers. As SU~ these proposals are

inconsistent with the Act and are nothing more than self-serving attemptS to foist the bulk

of the costs of number portability on incumbent LEes and their users. These parties

interpret "competitively neutrality" to mean a competitive advantage for themselves.

AmeriteCh believes that Section 251 (e)(2) of the Act means exactly what it says --

the costs of establishing number portability must be recovered on a competitively neutral

basis from all telecommunications carriers. AmeriteCh submitS that in order to meet the

competitively neutral standard. any recovery mechanism mus t at a minimum allocar.e ill..

IS Section 251(e)(2) of the Aa (emphasis added).

16 Teleport at 6, Tune Warner at 9

11 MFS aI 7.

Ie An example is ALTS 817, Teleport 315.MFS ar 7-8 which seek to aclude any COSIS incum:d by
incwnbent LEe in establishing number portability. Another enmple is MFS at 7 which advoeares that
BOCs recover thcir nwnber por13bility costs in charges to other carriers. A third example is TRA at 5 and
ALTS at 7 seeks to 1t'OUld limit Il:COve:r of these costs to end users of !ocal exchange service.

7
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costs of establishing numba ponability to alLr.clecommunicarions carriers on a basis that

is independent of who incurred me cos 1, or who uses number portability. Moreover, any

formula must place no competitor at an advantage or disadvanrage.

6. The Commission should not order BOCs to provide interim number
portabilitY at uneconomic rares,

A few parties urge the Commission to order the BOCs to provide them interim

number portability for free or at discounted rares. 19 Otherwise, they allege, mere will be

no competitive nOJtrality. The Commission should reject this argument. Rares for

remote call forwarding and direct inward dialing mmks an: already being d~nnined by

the state commissions at levels they find reasonable., and there is nothing in the Act that

even suggests the Conumssion TlUlst preempt those determinations. In faa, th~

"competitively neutral basis "language cited by these parties as support for their position

is contained in Section 251 (e)(2) of the Act which has nothing to do wirh interim

portability. which is aadressed in Section ~71(c)(2)(B)(xi) of the Act Those two

sections COntain completely different number portability requirements. as even a

proponent of free or discounted rates has acknowledged.:W Therefore, .an order by this

Commission to eliminate or further discount interim number ponability rares which state

commissions already have found to be reasonable is not authorized by the Section

271 (c)(2)(B)(xi) checklist

MCl also complains that the BOCs recover access charges for services they

provide in poning access traffic via interim number portability arrangementS. 11

However. there is no dispute that the BOCs provide switching and transport services and

incur costs in porting access traffic. In lllinois, AmeriteCh is proposing a meet point

billing type anangernent where the two LECs involverl in tenninating paned access traffic

" For example, MCI at 8. MFS at 8.

]I) -S=., MCI at note 7_

:n Mel 3I 7-3.

8
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share the access revenue under meet point billing arrangements. Again. the Commission

should reject this proposal that BOCs not be able to recover lawful access tariff ratt:s and

permit the issue to be properly addressed at me state level

7. Q>ncJusjoo

The Commission should issue its requirements for number porrability based upon

the record in this lJToceeding and prescribe LRN as the national standMd for long term

nurnher portability. The Comrnissio n sho uld reject argu ments that long te:ml number

portability is required before BOes can provide in-region inte.rLATA service. It should

also address competitively neutral cost recovery of long term service provider number

portability coStS in a Joint Board and detennine that interim number portability should be

provided by BOCs at economic razes established by state commissions.

Res pectfully submitted.

Z~8A~
. Larry A' P"ec!c

Frank Michael Panek
Attorneys for Arneri.reci1
Room4H86
2000 W. Ameri tc:eh Center Drive
Hoifman Est31es., It 60 196-1 025
847-248-6074

AprilS. 1996
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Caniers must have the flexibility to deploy long cerm number portability in a InaI1J1er which
efficiently utilizes network resources. The Commission has historically left ddailed
implementation decisions in the hands of individual carriers, and has limited their directives
in teehnical matters to issues concerning interconnection and perfonnance requ.ircmc:nts
(example: The FCC mandated overall call setUp delay requirements for 800 sawice without
dictating how such networks were to be deployed). AmeriteCh takes issue with several of
this argumentS made in the Attachment B to MO's Further CommentS.

"The call setup to the ported numbers will encounter additional delay since
these calls will first be routed to the incumbent LEe. . "

Additional delay associated with releasing a call back to the originating switch has yet to be
identified or measured, and there are ways of minimizing ir if it is subsequently deemed
unacceptable. Mr. Pathak himself admits that "'The additional delay may not be perceptible
to the calling user",

"'Another undesirable consequence of QOR is the continued reliance of
other networks on the incumbent LEe regardless of the number of times a
customer bas ported his number."

Even the proposed long-term soiutions for nmnber portability anticipate, and provide for,
rooting ofported number calls through the incumbent LEC This is necessary doe to me
fact that not all earners will be capable of supporting LNP queries within their respective
networks, especially in the initial years of LNP deployment. Indeed~ in many sitnatiODS,

there may be no incentive for smaller IXCs to provision their swiTChes with this capability.
Since the efficiencies of QOR are best realized within this same time period (i.e.• during the
initial years when poned number volumes are low), its consideration is entirely
appropriate.

Furthermore. regardless how often a particular number has been ported (and unlike RTP).
QOR will result in only~ database query and (subsequent) direct routing to the actual
serving switch.

"This (QOR) will force new LECs to eitber implement QOR with the
incumbent LEe or perform an LNP query even after the number has been
ported to CLEC2."

QOR, as proposed~ can be provisioned on an individual basis. This permitS the originating
carrier to utiliz.e QOR for routes (dialed NXXs) that terminate to a switch that is known to
have the capability. and to use the originating-trigger query method in C3SCS where~
terminating capabilities are unknown.

"The QOR implementation does not exist in the networks today, and wiJI
require extra development over and above what is required by the LRN
solution. If

libe conrinuiry test (COT) can be canceled on an individual route (trUl'\k group) basis.

•

•

•

•
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Annex C to the Call Completion to a Ponable Number (CCPN) signaling
enhancement has already been introduced within the TlS1standards
subcommittee (TIS1.3 LNP Subgroup), and is expected to go to ballot in June. While
some additional software development will be required, this capability employs the use of
existing fields wirhin (S57) signaling messages. At least one major switch vendor has
already committed to having this capability available with its initial softwarerd~ for
LRN.

"The QOR capability will also increase cost by requiring extra truoking
between the incumbent LEe and other networks whicb otherwise wouldn't
bave been needed. n

Since the trunk to the incumbent LEe's switch is immediately dropped upon the retmn of a
Release 'Message (probably less than half a second). little or no additional t:nmking is
required. In contrast, LRN ?fitbow QOR will force carriers to purchase additional pairs of
costly SCPs. even if the volume of poned numbc:rs is insignificant. This is due to the fact
that most SCPs are transaction-limited. Without some method of limiting LRN queries.
additional SCP hardware will be required simply to handle the query volumes.

"It should also be noted that the 55? connectivity is required between the
networks for the QOR capability to function."

Within the indusny, it is universally acknowledged that there will be a loss of efficiency
and feawre functionality with all long tt:m1 number portability architeemres if e.nd-to-end
SS7 connectivity is not available. Furthermore. as stated previously, QOR can be
provisioned on a case-by-case basis where SS7 is unavailable. QOR need noe be employed.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1, Todd H. Bond, do hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing Further

Reply Comments of Ameritech has been served on the parties listed on the

attached service list, via fIrst class mail, postage prepaid, on this 5th ciaYof

April 1996.

By0<:::""c::./ ~..-7c:::r"~
Todd H. Bond

(
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Bellcol'e
~_c... _J' _

March 20. 1996

Mr. Geoffrey Waldsu
ChairmUl,
:MaryW:I.d Looal Number Portability O;msortiwn
Public Semce~ of Marylartd
6 St. Paul ~ntre
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Mr. Waldau.

INC .rz:JI5lI4
33' N..-natl SCMV'~
Red SIr*. ,...., Jetslly()1701~
9Ol5-7S&-23CO

'I1lank you tor YOU%' letter of:M.m:h 8 to lk. Heilmeier in \\'hich you invited Belli::ore to participate in
the deYebpment of per:nanent Local Number Portability solutions oor Maryland.

'Bellcon:'s clients are interested. in modifieations to existing Belkot'tt Generic: Requinments
documentation U;ee attachment) to reflect the introduction ofI..ocal Number Portabili1.y in a
nationally consistent manner. To that. end. Bellcore has been working to identify issues associated
with thev~altunaQy~that are under con$ideration. Bellcon invites the industry to provide
input and work with 1.1$ to identify sollJtions to these issues and document th~ solutions in the
fotnl of BeIkore Generic Requ:ireDlents for the various network components impacted by Local
Number Portability. l3ellcore acknowledges the work of indw:uy forums and several state-based
workshops on Local Number Portability axld our process will build on these activities as well as
inputs from other interested parties. We expect that modi6C3~onsto existing requirements
docuJn~ntationand. in some eases, new requirements dceumentation will be neeessm:y to address
theim~of~Number Portability 011 such areas as Advanced Intelligent Network (AIN).
Common Channel Signaling (CCS). Bi1IingIAutomaticM~ Accounting W£A). Operator
Serviees, CLASSSM, and basi<; mtclling.

in the interest ofensuring that &lkare has the most cun:ent Maryland LNP Workshop
Requirements documentation, please feel free to forward any rel9YaIlt docum.entatiot\ to:

Ann Merrell
Belkcre
331 Newman Springs Road. NVC 2X249
Red Bank. N~w Jersey 07101·5Q99

Anyone interested in provicl.i.ag DOQproprietaly ioput cr pardcipatinlt in Bellcot-e-sponsared
meetings :should also contact Ann Mec:eD. at th~ above address or by phone (SOS-758-5243),
ia.x (908-7~43) or email (amerriD@note:se.cc.benco~.com).
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GENERIC REQUIREMENTS TO SUPPORT LOCAL
NUMBER PORTABILrrY

Local numbet portabilityNsbeGn Identified asa xey factor in localcompetitioc'l. S4vera!states
aMadiveJyproceeding with localnumb«portability to allow alternative localexc.~cam«s
to provide servi<:es to local subscnbet3.. Additionally. the FCC adoPted a Notica of Proposed
Ru&emaking (NPRMl. ce Ooeket 95-116. tentatively concJuding tNt thfs portability of geo~
graphic:numbersbenefitsconsumers and contributesto thedevelopmentof Joealcompetffion.
The NPRM addr8SSe$ Local service Provider Portability (LSPP). Location ~ortability. and
service portabirrty.

AdditionaJlyt the 1ndu=my Carriers COmpatibility forum QCCF) has a standIng committee.~
1ndustry Numbering Committeoe (INC>. which i$ support~.a NumberPortabilityWot1<.shop. This
Workshop views a database architecture as the mos1 representative ot long-term approaches
to LNfl. and devefoped documentation on how various technicaf approaches to ~p using
database architectures may work. .

Sevet'a! different types of LNP are being discussed within the industry, and alternative
approaches have been proposed. Setlcore has been working to identity the issues and
problems associated with the various aJtematives that are under considecation. Betcore is
beginninga program to uc>date its generic r&quiraments to support number portability. Selteore
invites the Industry to provide Input and work with Bellcore to identify solutions to these
ptoblems and doctlmant these solutions in th$ form at Generic:: Requirements for the various
networK cornPOr'lents impacted by LNP. Sellcore's WOtX will reftect the progress of LNP in the
Industry. It is expected thatmOdifications fo existing requirements documentation and. in some
ea••, new requirements documentatioo wtll be ne<:ass.ary to address tne impacts of LNP on
~d\ areas as AdVanced JnteUigent Netwoe1c, Common Channel Signaiing. Bilftng/Automatic
M~ge keountfng. Opemor S«vi~. CLA,SSSSoI, and ~jc SW'itchiog.

Bellcore anticipates that MW Generio Rec;uitements will be needed In the areas of non-SS?
switching fundJonafity, ~ce mattagernent. and billing!AMA. Be8core is also considering
making modifaeatfons to the fOllowing genetic reQuirements documents:

&M
• GR-1298-CORE., AdvanCtld I"telligent Network (AlN) Swrrchiflf] Generic Requirements,

lssue 2. December 1594, plus ReviSions
• GA-1~S-CORE.AdvancedIntelligentNetwork(AlN) Switch·SetviC8 CCl7tro1Point (SCP)!

AdjUnct Interface Generic Requirements. Issue 2, Decamber 19$4. plus Revisions

,

•

•

•

(
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~
• GR-82-CORE.SignaJlng Transfer Point (STP) Generic Requif'8l716~.IS3ue1, June 1994.

plus RevfsjQn$
• GA-311-CORE. Switching System Requirement3 for Call Control Using the Integrated

SlWices Digital Network user Pan (lSDNUPJ. ISSue 1, February 1994. plus RevisJons
• GR-394-COAc.SwitcbingSystem~ricRequlratrJiJnts for Interexch:::Jnga Canierlnter­

ccnnectJon Using the lntlilgrated 5arvicas Dig;taJ Network Usaf Part (1SDNUPj. }$SUe 1 •
Febnary 1994, p1us~

• TR.NWT-000444. Switching System Ge~nc Requ;('8ments Stlppcrting ISON Access
Using the /SON U$ar Part, Issue 3, May 1993

• GR-S06-CORE.LSSGA:Ccmmon cn.niWSign8l1ng. Section 6.S (8 module ofLSSGR.. FR­
64). IssUe 1.J~ 1994. Revision 1, December 1994

• GR-9O$-CORE.~ChannelSignalingtCCSJNetNotk/trterfs.eeSpecifft:;atfon(CCSNJS)

Supporting NetwOl1r Interconnection. M~ Tramfer Part (MTP). and lntegratfKJ
$4Hvic6$ DigftaJ NQtwort Usef Pan (lSDNUP). ~e 1. Marel1 1995

BjffinglAMA
• GR-108$-CORE, Genetic Requjrement~ far Exchange Acce.ss Automatic Message Ac­

ccuntlng (AMA). lssue 2. October 1995
• TR-NWT..00'081.Generic Aequifements forCcmmon ChannelSignaling Network Usage

MeawrementFunctiOnality. Issue 2, Nov~mber 1993
• GR-11 OO-CORE. BeJ1ccre Automatic Message Accounting Format (BAF) Reauirements.

lssue 1, January 1995, Revision 1, June' 995

OPerator Services
• TR-NWT-001144. OSSGR section 6: $JgncVlng (a module of OSSGR, FR-271), Issue 1.

January 1993,~ 1. June 1994
• TR-NWT.Q01147.OSSGRSection 8:Administration (amodule ofOSSGR. FR-271).lssue

1, February 1991. J:)lus Revisions
• TR..NWT-001177.OSSGR:SpeciaJSI/lingFeatUres (FSD 85 Series) (a modUle ofOSSGA.

FR-271).1ssue 1, Febtuaty 1992. plus Revisions
• GR-1173-CORE.OSSGR; Common FunctioM. (FSD 65Series) (3 mcdul8 ofOSSGR. FR­

271), lssue 1. June 1994. Revision 1. OCtoher 1995

ClAS~
• TFl-NWT-000031 ,cz.ASSSWFMbJie: CJJ/ingNumbeDeJivery. FSD01-02-1061 (a modUle

of lSSGR, FR-64 and AOSJ. FR-12)
• TR·NWT..000215,CL.A.SSSI.IF8attJre:AutOl1".atk CaJIbs~ FSO 01-02-1250. (a module of

L.SSGR. FR-&4), Issue 3, JuM 1993. Bulletin 1. April 1995 .
• TR-NWT-000227.CLASSO'AutomaticRecall, FSD01-{)2-1260. {a module of LSSGR. FR­

64l. 1asue 3. September 1993
• TR-NWT-Q011S8.LS$GRCl..ASSP'FeatunrcalfmgNameDeliveryGenericRequirement:3

(a module of LSSGR. FR-64. and ADSI. FR-12). lSSUG 1. Oocember 1991, plus Bunetios
• TR-NWT-000220. CL.AS$SII Fimure: Screening £Jst Editing. FSD j1-28-4JOO (a module

of LSSGR. FR-64), Issue 3. Oeeember 1993
• GR-1429-eORE. Common ChaI7ne/ SignalingNotwork Interface Specif~tion(CCSN/Sj

Sut:>fXJrling Calf~~. ISSUQ 1, August 1994
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Switch Busm FMtumi1
• GR-S33.coR£. 0Itaba3e Sarvices SaNiee Switching Points - ToU-FffM &JM~, FSa

31-01~ ra module ofLSSGR, FR-04), lS$lJG 3, SuppMment 1, April 1995
• GR-28S7-GOAE. Gen«ic Requirements 10, the SignJl1ing System 7 (SS7) Relessa ta

Pivot (RTf') Network~. Issue '. April 1$95
• TR-TSY-000686, caJJ Forw~lt1g Subfsawres. FSD 01-D2..1450 fa mOdule ofLSSGR,

FR..-64). Issue 1. JtJtf 1989
• TR-TSY-eco5S1•RemoteCaiIFOtWaniing. FSD 01-<12-1402 (a moduJeofLSSGR, FR-64).

Issue '. Odocer 1989
• TR-TSV-000580,CalIFotward"mg VaMbllJ. FSD01-o2-1401 (a modu/eofLSSGR. FR-64).

Issue 1. OCtober 1989
.. TR-NWT-ooo972,Ci/tForwarding&bfeatures:Switching $)'stem R~tJirementsUsing

SignsDng System No. 7 (SS7). September 1990
• TR-TSY-000569.Mu/b7ine HuntSet'viC8, FSD-01-02-0802 camodule afLSSGR, F~.fS4).

Issue 1. May 1990
• TR-TSV..oo0568.Series Camp/evon, FSO 01-<>2-2801 (a module ofLSSGR. FR.004).

Issue', May 1990
• TR..NWT-ooos66. /SDNMessageSetvk;s Genetic Aeqt;irements, Issue 1, January 1991
• TR·TSY-OOOS71. eanWaiting, FSD 01-02-1201 (a module QfLSSGR. F'R-e4J, Issue 1,

Octobet 1989
• TR-NWT-000505, LATA $Wi'tChing System$ Generic Requirements, Section 5, Call

Processing (a module of l.SSGR. FR·64). tssue 3. Revision 3. June 1995
• TR·TSY..()00358. Flexible C3/ling for Managing Multiple Independent C81/s. December

1988 .
• TR-TSY..000-'90,callPickup Features, FSO Ot -02-02800 fa module ofLSSGR. FR-$4},

lssue 1. July 1989
• TR-TSY-OOO5S3.Denied TermlnatiOl't. FSD 01..{)2-DSOO (a module ofLSSGR, FR-64),

Issue 1, May 1990
• TR-TSY·Oooe62.ManuaitineFearures. FSD01-o2-Q301 (a moduleofLSSGR, FR-64}.

Issue 1, May 1990

It should be noted that seneore does not make procurement decisJons for its cJients. 8elJcore
activities ttlat {nvaNe indUStry interactions in no way indicate a potential purchase orselection
decision by :my of Bencore'$ clWmts.

If YOtJr company is Interested in providing nonproprietary input a participating in 8e1~e­
sponsoredm~ toward the formulation of the proposed Genetic ReqtJirements to support
lNP. please contact ~fk:ore by March 1,1~

Ann M«reU
Bel1c1:>t'e
331 N~an Springs Road. NYC 2X-249
Red Bank. Ne-.v Jers~ 07701 -5€~
908-758-5243
908-7S8-43A3 (fAX)
aemOcc.beUcore.com (E-mail)

•

•

•
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Tel 703 712-3000
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Mr. Gary Sacra
AIN Service Planner
Bell Atlantic Network Services, Inc.
Pod A29A
13100 Columbia Pike
Silver Spring, MD 20904

Dear Gary,

This letter is in response to your request concerning the assumptions used for
t."e Generic LNP Trigger Cost Model.

Tne purpose of the model was to look for break points that would roughly
show the percentage of ported subscribers needed to make a particular LNP
triggering algorithm alternative economical for the incumbent LEC. The
model is highly approximate, uses industry average costs for network
elements and 'is used to see patterns and relationships to reach qualitative
conclusions about the triggering algorithms. It is not intended to be used for
any quantitative measurements of cost or percent-of-ported-subscribers to
reach a break point.

The graphs Nortel have been displaying in LNP Work Shops are based on a
hypothetical network - the break points are not based on a real LEC's
telephone network. There are a number of variables which can have impacts
on the relative positioning/break points which are specific to a particular
telco's network characteristics and LNP roll-out memcs. Thus it is necessary
to conduct deployment studies specific to a telco's network when attempting
to arrive at explicit network cost impacts. These variables are elaborated on
later in this letter.

The model only considered some traffic sensitive components of the
network:

• Switch Costs
- Switch capacity for physical call routing (e.g. trunk peripherals, switching fabric)
- Switch capacity for call processing and set-up

• Trunk Costs
- Transmission capacity of inter-exc..'ange facilities for physical call routing

• SCP Costs
- SCP capacity for query and response processing

Page I of2


